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REMARKS 

Claims 1-38 were pending as of the mailing date of the office action. The applicant has 
.ir, sdcla 5 and. added rm > id 40. Currently, claims 1-21 and 26-40 are 

^' l^'u me- ) 9, 14, 19,26. 31, and ■> loom 
Favorable reconsidcral on of I e office action mailed Jane 28, 2006 is < - -Mi ! mqucsted in 

Ml > i ; id n loi on 5- > r, marks. 

Claim rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 

Claims 1 and 3 1 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for Ming to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention, In rejecting claims 1 and 31, the examiner asserted that "the 
word "may" in claim 1, line 8; in claim 31, line 9 is being indefinite for railing to particularly 
pom* out JJ»m \h . iaim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention." 

The. applicant disagrees. Claim I recites 'teieasmg a previous lock level associated with 
the particular process so that the previous lock level may be associated with other processes." 
While , rap 3 < ' v. 'texts may render a claim indefinite, the applicant 

contends tl rerfe iy clear and definite, aid that the wort elais « 

cause the claim to be indefinite. 

( : aim j 1 i also definite for similar reasons. 

Claim rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 101 

Claims 1-8, 14-25, and 31-38 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101. In rejecting claims 1-8, 

14-18, 22-25, and 31 -38. the v annncr a sos o ih:u the claims 

eeiti ethod or eompu product". Ho 1 ns fails [s 

to contain a concrete, useful, and tangible result so as to realize its [sic] 

> >f claims i i > s md is [s 

being processed without any links to a practical result in the technology arts and 
w ; t h o ut c ( ; m p u \ er n ian i pu i at ion3 
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The applicant disagrees. T he applicant notes that none of the claims recite "a method or 
computer iroeram prmiuei." Claims 1-Sand {4-!8 recite "A method, and claims 22-2$ and 
3 18 recite \ f x > y tei pn am p odi c M< reovr. ch n s 1-8 and 14-18 are dm t 
'"mil u >s t , u v t c l <- Jicdlilmg access Ok 1 e ^ f ik.ipa^v 

and controlling access io records in a database by processes running in parallel all oi which arc 
not abstract but real. Claims 31 and 34 recite "A computer program product, tangibly stored on a 
,< adm a v m v. i ! , um x arc U produce i to f <u \ 1 k , . , y A " 

result. 

> rejecting claims S 2\ the examiner asserted that the claims 

"recite "a system''. However, these claims fail to contain a computer or a 

-v s p,- nent the system, so as to produce a concrete, useful, 
1 a e e.., \,k eer.sianctuuni.il Hun he »<i i lim^ urn 

are merely abstract idea and are being processed without any links to a practical 
result in the technology arts and without computer manipulation," 

v¥itix t onceding i« examiner's position, claim 19' has been amended. Claim 19 
recites ' a proemaam.hie processor, which is concrete, useful, and tangible, and not a mere 
abstract Idea, 

Claim rejections - 35 IhS.C § 103 

Claims 1-21 and 26-38 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1.03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brcm u as: > >t ^ l h t > ,en ofW alker (US 2004/0220933). Claims 1 -21 and 26-38 
were also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brenner in view of Chan 
(US 6108654). 

Claims i am 31 ...V 

ejer c s n " mon ncr *s en" 1 at ^ i ! 3 n 

teaches 'hepe eel; . mmptma . associate the panicuiar process with a lower lock level, and if 
the particular process has been successfully associated with the lower lock level, releasing a 
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revious lock k ssociated with the p icular process s lu ie p vio ock eve t be 
associated with other processes." 

The applicant disagrees. Brenner discloses maintaining a FIFO queue for processes 
\ o read . - , s e 5 j ( < i.v (Abstrac ! \. kck corst? tructui sed to 

determine which process cars access the resource {paragraph [0048]). When a process attempts 
o-aeees es cscatrcc and the lock is not available, the process is put to sloes (paragraph 
1 0052 1). When the lock is available, a queue manager wakens up one or more processes at or 
near the head of the queue that are waiting for the lock. Once a process is woken up, the process 
- equ is the k is a\ ailable. the process is permitted to access the resource; and if 

t\ u (\o is pi t back to sleep, (paragraph [0053]} 

If the examiner contends that each position in the FIFO queue of Brenner corresponds to 
a locfc level of claim L then Brenner does not disclose or suggest "the particular process 

u <sv\uiv the particular process with a lower lock level" as recited in 
claim I. Bwmar discloses that each of the processes that are woken up checks to see whether 
the lock is available, but the process does not repeatedly attempt to associate itself with a lower 
lock level, or move down its position within the queue, in Brenner, a queue manages manages 
* i cue ana processes down the queue, but the individual processes do not attempt 

to move themselves. (FIG. 4 and paragraph [0055]) 

Claims I to > arc patentable for at least the same reasons as those applied to claim 1. 

Ckun.C s ■> > , ! ~<o f > i-ors similar to those applied to claim 1 . 

Claims 32 and 33 an, patentable for at least the same reasons i tkx-e arp '^0 ,< l 1 

t * . -s ; , * an! 20 } ) 

Brenner does not disclose or suggest second and third processes each "repeatedly 
attempting to associate itself o ith i lev. lock level," as recited in a nende c ah > \ ft a • sasl 
reasons similar to those applied to claim I. 

Claims 10-13 are patentable for at least, the same reasons as those applied to claim 9. 

Claim 26 is patentable for at least reasons similar -to those appk\ \ . - 
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Claims 27 to 30 are patentable for at least the same reasons as those applied to claim 26. 
Chmn^ ~ C a ad 3^ 

Brenner does not disclose or suggest ''enabling each of the processes to repeatedly 
i e > lock ieveld' as recUed m <nv^\ded .Un ^ for at east 

i ' to claim i 

Claims 15-18 are patentable for ai least the same reasons as those applied io claim. 14. 
Claim 34 is patentable for at least reasons similar to those applied to claim 14. 
Claims- 35 to 38 are patentable for at least the same reasons s thos )plitx claim 34 

( laamsJjCej 

Bfv v rK*\> _ each of the different proces . iochle%el 

other than lihe particular lock level repeatedly attempting to associate itself with another lock 
v& that is clos e pari cidar -ock level," as recited in amended claim i 9, tot at least 
>nss polled to claim „ 

Claims 20 and 2 1. are patentable for at least the same reasons as those applied to claim 19. 
All of the dependent claims are patentable for at least the reasons for which the claims on 
which they depend .ae patentable, 

»v« b < anceled withot t prej ulice ^ : dm ai ne 

Conclusion 

The applicant respectfully requests that all pending claims be allowed. 
Any circumstance m which the applicant has addressed certain comments of the examiner 
i m o i saa th<: ipp cant concedes >thei (am nts of 1 € i let \ny circumstance 
rpplk s ms made acumens tor the pa ^. > bo t s ot mean 

m . ire n ot let rood rea > ih( se claims t 1 s A \ 

circumstance in which the applicant has amended or canceled a claim does not mean that the 
applicant concedes any of the examiner's positions with respect to that claim or other claims. 
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